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Special Access / Extended Link UNE or Loop-Transport Combination
Ameritech Cost Comparison

Ameritech Special Access

Loop/ Term .. | Channel -} Transport | Transport | MUX. | MUX | Total per DS1 | SA Premium
Transport | Plan - - | Term | Fixed MRC | Variable . {Type | MRC i | {vseUNE)
o ~ IMRC . I!(zonel) |MRC(zone {- : - =
DS1/ OPP 5YR |$112.50 | $49.60+ $138.40 (None |[4$0.00 $350.10 201%
DS1 $49.60
$99.20
DS1/ OPP 5YR | $112.50 | $563.64+ |$395.00/28 | 1:3 $508.80/ |$185.03 87%
DS3 $563.64/28 | $14.10 28
$40.26 $18.17

Assumptions: best term plan available, interoffice mileage — 10 miles, two fixed transport charges, no entrance facility (second channei term), 1:3
MUX MRC and NRC distributed over 28 DS1s (total charge divided by 28); NRCs not factored into analysis.

Ameritech Extended Link UNE or Loop/Transport Combination

Loop/ .|State. iLloop. ~ |Transport .| Transport |MUX . |MUX - |Total per DS1 | UNE Savings
Transport | UNE - . MRC . . | Fixed MRC | Variable - | Type | MRC ot e (s SAY s T
o lRates - [(zonel) |(zonel) | MRC (zone - - e s
DS1/ Ohio $67.30* | $15.68+ $17.40 None [ $0.00 $116.06 67%
DS1 $15.68

$31.36
DS1/ Ohio $67.30*% | $135.40+ | $229.00/ 1:3 $372.85/ | $98.45 47%
DS3 $135.40/28 | 28 28

$9.67 $8.17 $13.31

Assumptions. interoffice mileage — 10 miles, two fixed transport charges, no entrance facility (second channel term), 1:3 MUX MRC and NRC
distributed over 28 DS1s (total charge divided by 28); NRCs not factored into analysis.

* If a T1 over 2-wire HDSL is used, the loop component cost goes down to $5.93.

Intermedia / e.spire Ex Parte
CC Docket No. 96-98
Corrected Version - August 27, 1999
Page 1 of 6
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Special Access / Extended Link UNE or Loop-Transport Combination
Bell Atlantic-North Cost Comparison

Bell Atlantic-North Special Access

Loop/ |Term - -+ Channel- |Transport- |Transport .|MUX  |MUX .- |Total per DS1 | SA Premium
Transport [Plan. .- | Term | Fixed MRC | Variable Type  {MRC .| - = |(vs.UNE) . -~
‘ | IMRC . |(zonel) |MRC B S T PR
. LR -’(zone--l) S (zone'l) T g IR SRS
DS1/ SDP 7YR | $130.00 | $42.40 $130.00 | None |$0.00 $302.40 40%
DS1
DS1/ SDP 7YR | $130.00 | $421.20/28 | $1,168.20/ | 1:3 $369.00/ | $199.66 36%
DS3 $15.04 28 28
$41.45 $13.17

Assumptions: best term plan available, interoffice mileage —~ 10 miles, single fixed transport charge, no entrance facility {(second channel term),
1:3 MUX MRC and NRC distributed over 28 DS1s (total charge divided by 28); NRCs not factored into analysis.

Bell Atlantic-North Extended Link UNE or Loop/Transport Combination

Loop/ - |State - .« |Loop:: - | Transport |Transport | MUX = [MUX .| Total per DS1:
Transport | UNE -~ | MRC . ‘| Fixed MRC | Variable ~ |Type: |MRC . | . " il .3
s o |Rates - |(zonel) |(zonel) |MRC | .|
DS1/ NY $98.32*% | $110.00 |$7.20 None |$0.00 $215.52 29%
DS1
DS1/ NY $98.32* | $911.00/28 | $201.00/ 1:3 $223.52/ | $146.00 27%
DS3 $32.53 28 28

$7.17 $7.98

Assurnptions: interoffice mileage — 10 miles, single fixed transport charge, no entrance facility (second channel term), 1:3 MUX MRC and NRC

distributed over 28 DS1s (total charge divided by 28); NRCs not factored into analysis.
* If a T1 over 2-wire HDSL is used, the loop component cost goes down to $24.27.

Intermedia [ e.spire Ex Parte
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Special Access / Extended Link UNE or Loop-Transport Combination
Bell Atlantic-South Cost Comparison

Bell Atlantic-South Special Access

Loop/ - | Term. . “:| Channel | Transport | Transport-.-{.MUX | MUX - :|Total per DSl- _-SA Premlum
Transport |Plan. . |[Term’ Fixed MRC | Variable - |Type - | MRC. :
| | |MRC. |(zonel) . |MRC(zone | - S
, _ r(zone 1) R 11) - _ S DEPREPURR
DS1/ TPP 7YR | $155.00 | $45.00 $81.30 None | $0.00 $281.30
DS1
DS1/ TPP 5YR | $155.00 | $712.50/28 | $760.00/28 | 1:3 $411.40/ | $222.27 32%
DS3 $25.44 $27.14 28
$14.69

Assumptions: best term plan available, interoffice mileage — 10 miles, single fixed transport charge, no entrance facility (second channel term),
1:3 MUX MRC and NRC distributed over 28 DS1s (total charge divided by 28); NRCs not factored into analysis.

Bell Atlantic-South Extended Link UNE or Loop/Transport Combination

Loop/ . |State --:[Loop -~ . |Transport . | Transport |MUX . |MUX: - |Total perDS1 | UNE Savmgs
Transport |UNE-~ :|MRC . |Fixed MRC. | Variable ~|Type [MRC ~ | "~ ._(vs‘ SA)
. |Rates -|{(zonel). |(zonel) | MRC (zone T B
DS1/ Penn- $132.51 | $37.66 $6.60 None $0.00 $176.77 38%
DS1 sylvania | *
DS1/ Penn- $132.51 | $526.72/28 | $186.60/28 | 1:3 $257.61/ | $167.18 25%
DS3 sylvania | * $18.81 $6.66 28
$9.20

Assumptions: interoffice mileage — 10 miles, single fixed transport charge, no entrance facility (second channel term), 1:3 MUX MRC and NRC

distributed over 28 DS1s (total charge divided by 28); NRCs not factored into analysis.
* If a T1 over 2-wire HDSL is used, the loop component cost goes down to $11.52.
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Special Access / Extended Link UNE or Loop-Transport Combination
BellSouth Cost Comparison

BellSouth Special Access

Loop/ Term Channel ‘| Transport Transport_'__ MUX -~ |MUX - | - SA:_Premlum |
Tran_spo_'_rt Plan | Fixed MRC | Variable = | Type | MRC " - |- aHe
‘|(zone 1) | MRC (zone R
DS1/ CSPPB $124 00 $75.00 $150 00 None | $0.00 $349.00 151%
DS1
DS1/ TPPC $124.00 | $850.00/28 | $960.00/28 | 1.3 $450.00/ | $204.70 103%
DS3 $30.35 $34.28 28
$16.07

Assumptions: best term plan available, interoffice mileage — 10 miles, single fixed transport charge, no entrance facility (second channel term),
1:3 MUX MRC and NRC distributed over 28 DS1s (total charge divided by 28); NRCs not factored into analysis.

BellSouth Extended Link UNE or Loop/Transport Combination

Loop/ + | State - “|Loop- - |Transport |Transport |MUX |MUX . | Total per DS1 _UNE‘Savmgs
Transport |UNE " |MRC - | Fixed MRC |Variable -~ |Type |MRC = i 0 :
Siehv| Rates _‘(zone 1) | (zone 1) = MRC (zone A R
DS1/ North $62 82* $59.75 $16 00 None | $0.00 $138.57 61%
DS1 Carolina
DS1/ North $62.82*% | $720.65/28 | $130.00/ | 1:3 $210.00 |$100.69 51%
DS3 Carolina $25.73 28 **/28
$4.64 $7.50

Assumptions: interoffice mileage — 10 miles, single fixed transport charge, no entrance facility (second channel term), 1:3 MUX MRC and NRC

distributed over 28 DS1s (total charge divided by 28); NRCs not factored into analysis.

* If a T1 over 2-wire HDSL is used, the loop component cost goes down to $14.54.
** Estimate.
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Special Access / Extended Link UNE or Loop-Transport Combination
SBC Cost Comparison

SBC Special Access

Loop/ - |Term .~ ; Channel Transport | Transport. < | MUX - | MUX: Total per DS1 | SA Premlum.'.-{_
Transport | Plan - -~ | Term:- | Fixed MRC |Variable ~|Type - |MRC" ’ ;
S . 7{MRC oy (zone 1)'*-?-. MRC (zone b Pt
( [zone 1) B T 1) - i R e . L e
DS1/ OPP 5YR | $132.00 | $43.50 $134 40 None |$0.00 $309.90 161%
DS1
DS1/ opPpP $132.00 ! $634.00/28 | $710.00/28 | 1:3 $686.40/ | $204.50 89%
DS3 10YR $22.64 $25.35 28
$24.51

Assumptions: best term plan available, interoffice mileage — 10 miles, single fixed transport charge, no entrance facility (second channel term),

1:3 MUX MRC and NRC distributed over 28 DS1s (total charge divided by 28); NRCs not factored into analysis.

SBC Extended Link UNE or Loop/Transport Combination

Loop/ State - ;Loop: s Transport | Transport | MUX | MUX. Total per DS1 | UNE Savmgs
Transport | UNE .7} MRC - | Fixed MRC | Variable Type [MRC | . |(vs.SA)
Saee | Rates o (zone 1) '(zone 1) |MRC (zone AR
DS1/ Texas $76 96* $38.15 $3 50 None | $0.00 $118.61 62%
DS1
DS1/ Texas $76.96* | $417.24/28 | $92.90/ 1:3 $365.11/ | $108.20 48%
DS3 $14.90 28 28
$3.31 $13.03

Assumptions: interoffice mileage — 10 miles, single fixed transport charge, no entrance facility (second channel term), 1:3 MUX MRC and NRC

distributed over 28 DS1s (total charge divided by 28); NRCs not factored into analysis.
* If a T1 over 2-wire HDSL is used, the loop component cost goes down to $46.09.
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Special Access / Extended Link UNE or Loop-Transport Combination
U S West Cost Comparison

U S West Special Access

Loop/ Term . | Channel = | Transport | Transport:“| MUX ~|MUX - ‘ | Total per DS1 | SA Premium .
Transport | Plan " - {Term | Fixed MRC | Variable - | Type  |MRC = [.27" . i I(vs,UNE)
S| IMRC . |(zomel). |MRC(zone | f | -
. b T i(zone 1) R I e T o
DS1/ RSP 5YR | $92.00 | $69.20 $108.40 |None |$0.00 $269.60 43%
DS1
DS1/ RSP 10YR | $92.00 | $248.00/28 | $320.00/28 | 1:3 $240.00/ | $120.84 5%
DS3 $8.85 $11.42 28
$8.57

Assumptions: best term plan available, interoffice mileage — 10 miles, single fixed transport charge, no entrance facility (second channel term),
1:3 MUX MRC and NRC distributed over 28 DS1s (total charge divided by 28); NRCs not factored into analysis.

U S West Extended Link UNE or Loop/Transport Combination

Loop/ .~ |State - ‘|Loop - |Transport |Transport |MUX |MUX | Total per DS1 |
Transport |UNE -~ |MRC -~ |Fixed MRC. |Variable  ~|Type |MRC . [~ =
i | Rates. .l (zone1) | (zonel) - |MRC(zone |- .. | N e
. --_:::‘-;_ =t§’§if ¥ :;F:-;:*.E: ERRR _ : o 1) [T N o
DS1/ Arizona $89.42* | $89.42 $9.40 None {$0.00
DS1
DS1/ Arizona 89.42*% | $357.16/28 | $159.00/ 1:3 $196.85/ | $114.87 5%
DS3 $12.75 28 28
$5.67 $7.03

Assumptions: interoffice mileage — 10 miles, single fixed transport charge, no entrance facility (second channel term), 1:3 MUX MRC and NRC

distributed over 28 DS1s (total charge divided by 28); NRCs not factored Into analysis.
* If a T1 over 2-wire HDSL is used, the loop component cost goes down to $21.98.
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4350CIANLGN FOR LOCAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES

Magalie Roman Salas

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

Decar Secretary Salas:

URIGINAL

EX PARTE oR LATE FILED

August 25, 1999

Re: In the Matter of Implementation of the
Local Competition Provisions in the

Telecommunications Act of 199?:% et No.
96-98 6@}( VED

AUG 2 5 1999
fm‘_

Please include the attached wntten ex parte communication to Lawre ISEI0M
Chief, Common Carrier Bureau in the public file of the above-referenced proceeding.

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (202) 969-2597.

ce: (arol Mattey
Margaret Egler
Claudia Fox
Jake Jennings
Sanford Williams

Sincerely,

ST

// * Jonathan Askin

international Transcription Services

No. of Copies rec'd O
List ABCDE

988 P 7th Street, NW, Suite 900 Washington, 0.C. 20006 Telephone: 202 965 ALTS  Fox: 202 969 ALTT  www.altserg
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A3SGCIATION FOR LOCAL TECECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES

RECEIVED
AUG 2 5 1999

DFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

August 25, 1999

ViA FACSIMILE

l.awrence E. Strickling

Chicf, Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

Re:  Written Ex Parte Presentation by the
Association for Local Telecommunications Services

Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications
Act of 1996 (UNE Remand) — CC Docket No. 96-98

Dear Mr. Strickling:

On August 9 and August 11, BellSouth and SBC, respectively (collectively, the “Bells™),
filed ex parte submissions 1n which they effectively asked the Commission to impose restrictions on
the usc of extended link UNEs or UNE combinations so that they cannot be used solely to “bypass”
ILEC access services.! While it is unclear which services the Bells intend to include in the concept
of bypass, what remains clear is that Section 251, as the Commission previously has found, contains
no basis for the imposition of restrictions on the use of UNEs.” Indeed, Section 251(c) contains no

' Letter from William Barfield to Lawrence Strickling (“BellSouth Ex Parte”), CC Docket No. 96-
98, Aug. 9, 1999; Letter from Martin Grambow to Lawrence Strickling ( "SBC Ex Parte”), CC

Docket No. 96-98, Aug. 11, 1999.

' Sec. e.g.. Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of
1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, First Report and Order, 11 27, 264, 356.

No. of Capies rec’d‘D____

List ABCDE

348 D7tk Srreet MW Surte 300 Washington, D.C 20006 Telephone: 202 868 ALTS  Fax: 202 369 ALTT  wwwoilsorg
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restriction on the types of telecommunications services that UNEs (whether provided individually or
in combination) can be used to provide.

ALTS respectfully submits that the various rationales concocted by the Bells to support
restrictions on the use of extended links lack merit. Indeed, the Bells’ claim that “{tjhe
Communications Act and Commission dectsions therefore permit incumbent LECs to protect the
interstate access charge regime and universal service through conditions on the use of unbundled
network elements™ is flatly wrong. As an initial matter, this contention runs afoul of at least two
Commission rules addressing the ILECs’ unbundling obligations. Rule 51.309(a) explicitly states
that:

An incumbent LEC shall not impose limitations, restrictions, or
requirements on requests for, or the use of, unbundled network
elements that would impair the ability of a requesting
telecommunications carrier to offer a telecommunications service
in the manner the requesting telecommunications carrier intends.”

Rule 51.307(c) states that:

An incumbent LEC shall provide a requesting telecommunications
carrier access to an unbundled network element, along with all of
the unbundled network element’s features, functions, and
capabilities, in a manner that allows the requesting
telecommunications carrier (o provide any telecommunications
service that can be offered by means of that nenwork element.’

Neither SBC nor BellSouth attempts to explain how their arguments are consistent with these
Commnussion rules or why such rules - which are not implicated in this UNE remand proceeding —
should be overturned.

Contrary to the Bells’ assertions, neither Section 251(¢)(3) nor Section 251(g) authorizes or
contemplates restrictions on the use of UNEs. The only use restriction evident in Section 251(c)(3)
is that UNEs must be used to provide telecommunications services. Moreover, Section 251(c)(3)s
mandate that [LECs must make UNEs available “on terms, rates and conditions that are just,
rcasonable and nondiscriminatory™ does not confer on ILECs the authority to impose any
restrictions; rather, those restrictions must be “just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory” and “in

* SBC Ex Parte, Attachment at 1.
47 C.F.R. §$51.309(a),

* 47 C.F.R. §51.307(c).
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accordance with . . . the requirements of this section and section 252.” Thus, Section 251(c)(3)
cannot be read to permit ILEC restrictions that are inconsistent with rules adopted by the
Commission to implement that section.

Similarly, Section 251{g} cannot bear the weight placed on it by SBC. Any reasonable
interpretation of Section 251(g) makes clear that it does not authorize the protection of access charge
revenucs to ensure that such revenues are not replaced with unbundling revenues. Nevertheless, the
extended link arrangements targeted by the ILECs should not (as the ILECs apparently have us
believe) have a substantial impact on existing ILEC cross-service subsidies or universal service.
First, because extended links resemble special access, rather than switched access services, short-
term implicit universal service subsidies are not likely to be affected in a significant way. Itis
ALTS’ understanding that special access revenues are not relied upon for implicit universal service
subsidies. Second, ALTS believes that it is highly unlikely that extended link arrangements could be
used to replace special access services which account for significant revenues used for cross-service
contributions and subsidies {an issue related but nevertheless distinct from universal service). The
Bells themselves contend that these services are highly competitive.” Accordingly, competitive
pressurcs should be driving special access rates down toward average variable cost. Indeed, ILECs
this month won special access pricing flexibility based on largely on their arguments that downward
pricing flexibility was needed to respond to competition. Rates subject to such downward pressurc
and pricing flexibility cannot reasonably be relied upon to provide extraordinary cross-service
contributions. Moreover, TELRIC-based rates for extended link arrangements will continue to
provide a reasonable profit, including a contribution to joint and common costs. In contrast. it docs
nol appear that special access pricing flexibility assures any contribution.

In sum, neither BellSouth nor SBC has provided a coherent legal or policy rationale in
support of the imposition of use restrictions on extended links or other UNEs or UNE combinations.
Nevertheless, the Bells™ efforts underscore the need for the Commisston to explicitly proscribe all
attempts 1o place use restrictions on UNEs. In particular, such affirmative action by the Commission
should include, but not be limited to, the following pronouncements:

. UNEs may be used to provide intrastate and/or interstate services,
mmcluding Intemet access services and advanced services such as DSL and
frame relay.

. Extended link UNEs or UNE combinations may be composed of any

technically feasible loop and transport configuration, including appropriate
multiplexing/aggregation/routing equipment and cross-connects. Such
configurations may include 2- and 4-wire analog and digital, xDSL-
capable, xDSL-equipped (where appropriate) loops, as well as high

© 47 U.S.C. § 251(c)(3).

" BellSouth Ex Parte, at 2, SBC Ex Parte, at 6.
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capacity DS1, DS3 and OCn loops, and DS0, DS1, DS3, OCn and SONET
transport. The availability of extended link configurations is not
dependent on the jurisdictional nature of the service the CLEC secks to
provide.

ALTS appreciates this opportunity to participate in the Commission’s UNE Remand
proceeding and the extraordinary efforts undertaken by the Commission and the Common Carrier
Bureau to ensure that the outcome of this proceeding best serves to advance local competition, as
intended by and provided for in the 1996 Act. If further explanation of the positions taken herein, or
in any of ALTS other filings, is necessary, please do not hesitate to contact me at 202/969-2597 or
John Heitimann at 202/955-9888.

Respectfully submitted,

-~

7 . ,9 /'
)’!’\«‘)@6 (M/,‘ ~
ra Jonathan Askin

Vice President - Law

cc: Carol Mattey
Margaret Egler
Claudia Fox
Jake Jennings
Sanford Williams



